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DECLARATI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Carter Road Landfill ("Site 1 " or "the site") is located at the Naval Inventory Control Point (NAVICP),
formerly the Navy Ships Parts Control Center (SPCC) in Mechani csburg, Pennsyl vani a.

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected action for Site 1 at NAVICP i n Mechani csburg, Pennsyl vani a,

whi ch was chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Anendnents and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986, and to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is
based on the adnministrative record for this site.

The Department of the Navy (DoN) and the U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) jointly selected the
remedi al action for Site 1. The Commonweal th of Pennsylvania, represented by the Pennsylvani a Departnent of
Envi ronnental Protection (PADEP), concurs with the sel ected action.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel ease of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by inplenenting the
limted action as detailed in this Record of Decision (ROD), nay present an imm nent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The Navy, PADEP, and EPA recommend that institutional controls be inplenented at Site 1 since there is the
potential for unacceptable risk to human health if the land use were to change to residential use.

Institutional controls will include the preparation of a site plat containing a note that residential use is
prohibited within the boundaries of the site. The Navy will file a plat of the site containing a note
describing the land use restriction with Northern Dvision's real estate division (Code 24) within 90 days of
signing this ROD. NAVICP will also incorporate these restrictions and include the plat with any real property
docunents necessary for sale or lease in the unlikely event that the Navy transfers the property.

The real property docunent will also include a discussion of the National Priorities List (NPL) status of the
site as well as a description of the contam nants of concern in soil.

Wthin 90 days of signing this ROD, the NAVICP installation comrander shall prohibit residential use (i.e.
houses, schools, nursing hones, recreational facilities, and other residential-style facilities) of the site
by issuing an order or directive. The NAVICP installation commander shall be responsible for enforcing the
prohi bition on residential use.

The installation commander will provide annual certification to EPA and PADEP that there have been no
viol ations of these restrictions by annual nonitoring/inspection of the site. If a violation occurs, a
description of the violation and corrective actions to be taken will be reported i mediately to EPA and
PADEP. As early as possible, but at |east ninety days prior to an anticipated nmajor |and use change or
property transfer (by sale or |ease), EPA and PADEP will be notified.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

<I M5 SRC 98148B>



DECI SI ON SUMVARY
SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

Site 1, Carter Road Landfill, is located at the Naval Inventory Control Point (NAVICP), fornerly the Navy
Ships Parts Control Center (SPCC) as shown in Figure 1. The NAVI CP occupi es approximately 824 acres in
Hampden Townshi p and the Borough of Mechani csburg, Pennsylvani a. Land usage enconpasses open storage areas,
bui | di ngs/ war ehouses, roads, railroads, and inproved grounds.

Site 1 is currently a cleared, flat, grassy site, with no visual evidence of its past use as a disposal area
(Figure 2). Three conpacted aggregate pads cover nost of the site. The total elevation change across the site
is 5 ft with the high points along the railroad tracks, sloping to the northeastern area near the
intersection of Ball and Carter roads. Soil at Site 1 is classifiod as U ban Land Hagerst own Conpl ex.

The Prelimnary Assessnent (PA) (Fred C. Hart Associates 1984) identified the bedrock under Site 1 as a

I i mestone bel onging to the Rockdal e, Run Formation. The aquifer underlying the site is unconfined (water
table) and recharged by rainwater infiltration. Depth to the water table at Site 1 varies seasonally and is
typically bel ow the bedrock surface (EA 1990). The Mechani csburg Water Conpany withdraws water fromthe

aqui fer at a well located approxinately 3,500 ft fromthe southwest corner of the NAVICP, which is
approximately 4,200 ft west of Site 1. Gound water enters Site 1 fromthe west and north and flows south and
east to Cedar Run (Figure 3).

As there are no surface water bodies on the NAVICP, there are no aquatic ecosystens at or near Site 1.

Wthin the NAVICP, there is mnimal naturally occurring vegetation due to the industrialized setting. Mst of
the existing vegetation (lawns, shrubs, trees) has been planted. Site 1 is a flat grassy area, only 4.5 acres
in size, with limted habitat. Gven the linted avail able habitat, docunented wildlife on the NAVICP i s

mni mal and can be classified as species typically found in urban settings. There are no known threatened or

endanger ed species on the NAVICP (EA 1993).

The land use in the areas surrounding the NAVICP is mxed. To the north, along U.S. Route 11, there are
industrial, recreational, comrercial, and residential areas. To the east and southeast are primarily
residential areas with sone commercial areas, including a fuel storage area. To the west are industrial,
residential, and recreational areas. Site 1 is |located along the southwest boundary of the NAVICP. Use
directly outside this boundary is industrial and/or commercial.

The Borough of Mechani csburg is |ocated i mediately to the southwest of the NAVICP. Mechani csburg has a
popul ation of approximately 9,452 residents.

SI TE H STORY AND ENFCRCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

Site 1 is a forner disposal area |located along the installation's southwest boundary. According to the
Prelimnary Assessment (PA) Report (Fred C. Hart Associates 1984), the site was used from 1950 to 1962 for
t he di sposal of construction rubble and sone medi cal supplies (dextrose and gl ucose sol utions) and gas mask
canisters. Nowthe site is a flat, cleared area covered with grass, conpacted aggregate and bitum nous
pavenent. It is currently used for tenporary storage. The NAVICP Master Plan identifies future | and use at
Site 1 as tenporary storage.

The Installation Restoration (IR programat NAVI CP began in 1984 when the Navy conpleted an Installation
Assessnent Study (I AS), which is equivalent to a PA under CERCLA. The I AS (PA) was done to obtain existing
information regarding potential waste disposal sites and determnm ne whether additional action was required. In
response to the Superfund Anmendrments and Reaut horization Act (SARA), the IR Programwas refornulated to be
consistent with the CERCLA/ SARA fornmat and eval uati on of NAVI CP conti nued under the National G| and

Hazar dous Substances Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP).

The PA recommended that a Site Inspection (SlI) be performed at Site 1. Plans to conduct the SI were conpl eted
in Spring 1989. Sl studies at Site 1 were conpleted in Cctober 1990 and a Remedial Investigation (R) was
recommended. The Phase | R Report was conpleted in March 1993 (EA 1993). SPCC (now NAVI CP) was placed on the
National Priorities List (NPL) on May 31, 1994, which led to a re-evaluation of Site 1 data prior to the

i ssuance of the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan was issued in August 1998.

H GHLI GHTS CF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

A public neeting was held at the Hanpden Townshi p Buil di ng i n Mechani csburg, Pennsylvania on Septenber 2,
1998. The Proposed Plan and Admi nistrative Record were nade avail able for public review at the Mechani csburg
Area Public Library and at the NAVI CP- Mechani csburg, Pennsylvani a. The opportunity to submt oral and/or
witten comments was nade available at the public nmeeting. Additionally, witten coments could be subnmitted



to NAVICP. The 30-day public coment period was from August 17, 1998 to Septenber 15, 1998. These activities
conply with the public participation requirements of CERCLA sections 11 3(k)(2)(B)(l-v) and 117. No comments
were received during the public comrent period or public neeting

SCCPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON

Thi s ROD docunents the selected renmedy for ground water, surface soil, and subsurface soil at Site 1. The
selected renedy for Site 1 is institutional controls. Site 1 is one conponent of a conprehensive
environnental investigation and cl eanup being perforned under the IR Program at NAVI CP. Protectiveness of
this action will be evaluated during the 5-year review process

Al though the R identified contam nation in one ground-water sanpling location, Site 1 does not appear to be
the source of contam nation. A separate investigation will attenpt to find the source, if it exists on NAVI CP

property.
SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
KNOWN SOURCES CF CONTAM NATI ON

Sanpl i ng of the subsurface soil and ground water was conpleted as part of the SI and the RI. No surface water
or sedinent exists at Site 1 and the surface soil is conprised of clean fill. These nedia are not expected to
pose unacceptabl e risks to human health or the environnent and were therefore not evaluated in the hunan

heal th risk assessnent or the ecol ogical risk screening

SUBSURFACE SO L

Twenty test borings, were conpleted during the SI (EA 1990), with a total of 35 sanples submtted for

| aboratory anal yses (Figure 4). Four netals (antinony, arsenic, cadm um and beryllium were found to be
elevated (with respect to published background values) in the subsurface soil at Site 1. Several semvolatile
organi ¢ compounds (SVOC), pesticides, and pol ychlorinated bi phenyls (PCB) were detected in soil sanples.
Trichl oroethene (TCE) was detected in one subsurface soil sanple.

During the RI, two test pit excavations were conpleted at the two SI boring |ocations where waste fill was
identified (Figure 4) and six sanples were collected and subnmitted to the | aboratory to obtain additiona
subsurface soil data. Volatile organic conpounds (VOC), SVOC, pesticides and PCB were detected in subsurface

soil. Virtually all netals tested for were detected in the waste/fill sanples at concentrations above
background | evels for soil. VOC found in subsurface soil include TCE and benzene. TCE | evels ranged up to 10
parts per billion (ppb); only trace | evels of benzene (4 ppb) were detected in waste/fill sanples.

GROUND WATER

During the SI, four of the test borings were advanced bel ow t he overburden/ bedrock to a depth of
approximately 40 ft bel ow grade and conpleted as nonitoring wells (Figure 4). Gound-water-flow direction
within Site 1 appears to be east-southeast. The wells were sanpled three tines for the SI and once for the
RI. Results for the Sl sanpling are sunmarized in Table 1 and results for the R sanpling are summarized in
Table 2



TABLE 1. SITE | NSPECTI ON | NVESTI GATI ON, SUMVARY OF WELLS EXCEEDI NG MCLs

Cont anmi nant of Tot al MCL (a) Concentration
Potential Concern Sanpl es Vel | (ppb) (ppb)
(CPQ)
Tri chl or oet hene (TCE) 12 S01MD3 5 5.3/8.1
Benzene 12 SO01MD1 4.5 21
Beryl l'ium 12 S01MD2/ SO1MD4 4 4.1*%/4.5
N ckel 12 SO01M1 100 142
Chrom um 12 S01M1 100 102

S01MD1 - upgradient well

* Filtered sanple (dissolved)

Metal concentrations are unfiltered (total) unless noted
(a) Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL).

(b) Sanpl e concentrati on above MCL.

TABLE 2. REMEDI AL | NVESTI GATI ON, SUMVARY OF WELLS EXCEEDI NG MCLS

CcoPC Tot al MCL (a) Concentration
Sanpl es vell (ppb) (ppb)
Benzene 4 S01M3B 5 20
Tri chor oet hene (TCE) 4 S01MXB 5 4
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl )phthal ate 4 S01MA 6 29
( BEHP)
Cadm um 4 S01MD2 5 11.2
Beryl I'i um 4 S01MD2 4 1.9
Lead 4 S01MD1/ SO1IMD2  *5 17.6/24.2

* Denotes PADEP Action Level

Metal concentrations are unfiltered (total) unless noted
(a) Maxi mum Cont am nant Level (MCL).

(b) Sanpl e concentrati on above MCL.

Nunber of
Exceedances (b)

PR NRN

Nunber of
Exceedances (b)

1
0
1

o P



The Sl sanples were consistent in detecting TCE in well SO01M)3, with two of the three sanples above the 5 ppb
drinki ng water nmaxi mum contam nant level (MCL). TCE was not detected in the upgradient well or any other Site
1 water sanple. Benzene was detected in one sanple (SO01MD3) at 21 ppb, which exceeds the MCL (5 ppb), in
round one, but not in subsequent rounds. Benzene was not detected in the upgradient well or

in the subsurface soil sanples. No other organic compounds were found to exceed an MCL in ground water

Beryllium nickel, and chromi umwere found at | evel s exceeding their respective MLs (Table 1).

Br onodi chl or onet hane and chloroform at concentrations ranging from1l to 10 ppb, were detected in a few
ground-wat er sanpl es. These conpounds, which are typically found in chlorinated water, were also present in
the source water for drilling operations and cl eaning of sanpling gear

The Rl ground-water sanple from SO1MD3 was reported to contain 20 ppb benzene and 4 ppb TCE. PCB were not
detected. One pesticide (endosulfan at 0.5 ppb) was reported in one sanple (S01MD2). SVOC were reported in
two sanpl es. Bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthalate (MCL = 6 ppb) was reported in the S0O1M)4 sanple (29 ppb).

Acenapht hene (6 ppb) and napht hal ene (6 ppb) were reported in the SO1IM)3 sanpl e

No di ssol ved netal concentration was found to exceed an MCL in ground-water sanples. Four total netal val ues
were reported to exceed the MCL for cadm um (5 ppb) or the PADEP action level for lead (5 ppb). These were
cadmumin the SO1IMD2 (11.2 ppb) sanple and lead in the SO1IM1 (17.6 ppb), SO1MD2 (24.2 ppb),

and SO1MD4 (6.6 ppb) sanples.

SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

The source of the TCE found in ground water during the SI sanpling could not be determ ned. Subsurface soi
was not a likely source as TCE was detected in only one sanple (S01B07-06), which did not appear to be

| ocat ed upgradi ent of SO01MD3. VOC detected during the Rl in both waste/fill subsurface sanples and
ground-wat er sanpl es include TCE and benzene. TCE levels in the waste/fill sanple ranged up to 10 ppb and

in the ground-water sanple from SO1M)3 was 4 ppb. For benzene, only trace levels (4 ppb) were detected in the
waste/fill subsurface sanples. Benzene was reported to be 20 ppb in the ground-water sanple from S01 M)3. PCB
and pesticides identified in the Rl waste/fill subsurface sanples were not reported in the R ground-water
sanpl es. One pesticide reported in one sanple of ground water was not found in the waste/fill

subsurface sanpl es.

On the basis of data obtained during the SI and R, presented above, there is no firmy established cause and
effect relationship between the subsurface nmaterial at Site 1 (including the waste/fill sanples collected
during the RI) and the quality of ground water downgradient of Site 1. That is, the TCE and benzene do not
originate fromSite 1.

TCE levels in the downgradi ent nonitoring well may have resulted fromthe source at Site 3 (Figure 4), as
suggested by the results of the ground-water tracing study (EA 1993). The source of benzene in the ground
wat er is unknown. The source(s) will be further eval uated during separate investigations.

SUMVARY OF SI TE RI SKS

To evaluate risks to human health and the environnent, several reports were prepared: a human health risk
assessnent (EA 1994), an addendumto the human health risk assessment (EA 1997), a nmeno responding to EPA
comrents on the human health risk assessnment and addendum (U.S. Navy 1997a) and an ecol ogi cal risk screening
(U S. Navy 1997b).

HUVAN HEALTH RI SK ANALYSI S

The scope of the human health risk assessnent was linmted to the analysis of potential risks for ground water
and subsurface soil. This decision was based on the fact that there is no surface water or sedinent at Site
1, and the surface soil is clean fill.

G ound Water Human Health Ri sk Anal ysis

Data from anal yses of ground-water sanples were used to quantify risks to hunans posed by contam nants of
potential concern (COPC) in four classes at Site 1: VOC, SVOC, pesticides and PCB, and inorgani c anal yses,
nostly netals. At |east one analyte in each of these four groups was detected in ground-water sanples from
Site 1. Alist of COPCin ground-water sanples at Site 1 was devel oped using U S. EPA Region I11's R sk-Based
Concentrations (RBCs). The final |ist of COPC devel oped included 22 anal ytes (Table 3) (EA 1997).

The purpose of an exposure assessnent is to determine the popul ations that potentially may be exposed to
site-related COPC, the pat hways by whi ch exposure may occur, and the nagnitude, frequency, and duration of
these potential hunman exposures.



Mechani csburg and the NAVICP both are served by a public water supply. In addition, one privately owned well
exi sts near the NAVI CP boundary south of Site 1. This well, at an auto sales facility, is not used as a
source of drinking water. Another privately owned well in the vicinity, which was used for irrigation at a
Garden Center, was destroyed during demolition of the Garden Center.

The continuing use of the site is open-air storage of industrial equipnent. It is extrenely unlikely that the
area will ever becone residential property. However, the default exposure assunptions of a residentia
exposure scenario were used to assess the ground water at Site 1 because this scenario includes the highest
intake of water and the greatest anount of direct contact and is, therefore, a conservative scenario. If risk
under this scenario is acceptable, then other scenarios with |l ess potential for exposure will also result in
risk estimates which are acceptable. A residential exposure scenario includes exposure of adults to ground
wat er via ingestion, dermal contact when showering, and inhalation of volatile conmpounds when showeri ng

Consi dering the current and planned uses at Site 1, described above, there is little to no chance of human
contact with ground water. However, in order to assess the potential risk fromground water, a conservative
approach was adopted and a residential scenario was assuned.



TABLE 3. CONTAM NANTS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN (CCPC) | N GROUND
WATER FOR SI TE 1 (CARTER RQOAD LANDFI LL), SCREENED FOR
FUTURE RESI DENTS

Max. Ri sk- Fr equency Fr equency
Anal yte Conc. Based Max> of of Addi ti onal CcoPC
(1g/L) Conc. RBC? Det ecti on Det ecti on Consi der ati ons ?
(1g/L) >50%
SEM VOLATI LE ORGANI C COVPQUNDS
Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e 29 4.8 C Yes 10/ 16 Yes YES
VOLATI LE ORGANI C COMPOUNDS
Benzene 20.6 0.36 C Yes 2/ 16 Yes YES
Br onmodi chl or orret hane 3.34 0.17 C Yes 1/ 16 Yes YES
Chl or of orm 9.97 0.15 C Yes 2/ 16 Yes YES
Tri chl or oet hene (TCE) 7.22 1.6 C Yes 4/ 16 Yes YES
| NORGANI C ANALYTES ( Di ssol ved)
Beryllium 4.1 0.016 C Yes 2/ 16 Yes YES
Copper 151 1,500 N Yes 13/ 16 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Manganese 120 840 N Yes 4/ 16 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Thal I'ium (1) 1.4 2.9 N Yes 3/ 14 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
| NORGANI C ANALYTES (Tot al )
Al um num 57,100 37, OOON Yes 11/ 15 Yes YES
Arsenic 6.9 11 N Yes 4/ 16 Yes YES
0.045 C

Bari um 377 2,600 N Yes 12/ 12 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Beryllium 4.5 0.016 C Yes 6/ 16 Yes YES
Cadm um 11.2 18 N Yes 3/ 16 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Chrom um (2) 102 180 N Yes 7/ 16 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Copper 158 1,500 N Yes 9/ 13 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Lead (3) 24.2 15 Yes 4/ 13 Yes YES
Manganese 1,300 840 N Yes 13/ 14 Yes YES
N ckel 142 730 N Yes 8/ 16 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Si |l ver 25,1 180 N Yes 1/ 13 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Thal i um 1.6 2.9 N Yes 5/ 15 Yes >1/10th RBC YES
Vanadi um 104 260 N Yes 5/ 16 Yes >1/10th RBC YES

C Ri sk-Based Concentration is based on cancer effects.

N Ri sk-Based Concentration is based on noncancer effects.

ND Not det ect ed.

(1) RBC for thalliumcarbonate, thalliumchloride, or thalliumsulfate (the nmore toxic thallium conpounds) was used
for thallium

(2) RBC for hexaval ent chrom um the nost toxic formof chromum was used.

(3) Safe Drinking Water Act Action Level of 15 1g/L was used to screen lead in ground water.

(4) Conparison for non-carcinogens is to one-tenth the RBC



It is necessary to know the concentrations of COPC in each nmediumin order to estinmate potential hunman
intake. Concentrations fromthe four rounds of sanples taken of the four nonitoring wells installed at Site 1
were used to estimate the concentrati ons hypothetical future residents may encounter in their donestic water
supply. In this risk assessment, the concentrations in ground water were neasured directly, but
concentrations of volatilized compounds in air during showering were nodel ed from neasured ground-wat er
concentrations (see EA 1994, Appendix A)

Future adult residents were assuned to weigh 70 kg, have a body surface area of 20,000 CM2 , reside in one
location for 30 years, and be present at this location for 350 days per year of residence. They were assuned
to ingest 2L/day of drinking water, shower once per day for 12 minutes (0.2 hr), and inhale at a rate of 0.6
m 3/ hr whil e showering. Averaging tine was assuned to be 30 years to assess noncarci nhogeni ¢ effects and 70
years to assess carcinogenic effects. Risk fromdermal contact and inhalation of volatilized conpounds while
showering was assumed to substantially overshadow risk fromother opportunities for dermal contact and

inhal ation of volatilized conmpounds, so exposure while showering was the only source of exposure considered
for the dermal and inhal ati on exposure pat hways (EA 1994, 1997).

Characterization of Cancer and Noncancer Ri sks

Excess lifetime cancer risks: Wien excess cancer risks are based on dissolved concentrations for inorganic
anal yses, the total cancer risk is 8 x 10 -5 (incidence of cancer is predicted at eight additional cases per
100, 000 peopl e exposed). Wen risks are based on total concentrations for inorganic analyses, the tota
excess lifetime cancer risk is 2 x 10 -4. For total analyte concentration, this cancer risk is attributable
to ingestion of beryllium (1 x 10 -4) and arsenic (5 x 10 -5) in ground water

The interpretation of the significance of this cancer risk estimate is based on the appropriate EPA gui dance
(U.S. EPA 1990).

For known or suspected carci nogens, acceptabl e exposure |evels are generally
concentration levels that represent an excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk to
an individual of between 10 -4 and 10 -6.

Therefore, on the basis of EPA standards, no excess lifetime cancer risks, using dissolved analyte
concentrations, are anticipated for future adult residents. However, excess |lifetine cancer risk using tota
anal yte concentrations slightly exceeds the acceptabl e range.

The U.S. Navy, PADEP, and EPA have deternined that organic and inorganic contanm nants in ground water at Site
1 do not pose an unacceptable risk to human health or the environnent. Excess lifetine cancer risk (2 x 10
-4) for future residential use of Site 1 slightly exceeded the acceptabl e range when total concentrations
were used. Most of this excess lifetine cancer risk is attributable to berylliumand is likely to be
overestimated (EA 1997). Cancer potency estinates for berylliumare likely to be overestimated due to the use
of a 1976 cancer study for estimation of oral risk. The cancer hazard characterization and dose-response
assessnent of berylliumis currently being re-evaluated as part of U S. EPA s cancer risk assessnent
reassessnent program

This analysis is consistent with EPA gui dance on risk assessment at Superfund sites. See Role of the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent in Superfund Decisions in CSWER Directive 9355.0-30 (April 22, 1991) wherein, "The
boundary of the risk range is not a discrete line at 1 x 10 -4.... A specific risk estimate around 10 -4 may
be consi dered acceptable if justified based on site specific conditions."

Noncancer risks: Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contamnant in a single mediumis
expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ (or the ratio of the estinated i ntake derived fromthe contam nant
concentration in a given nediumto the contamnant's reference dose). By adding the H® for all contaminants
within a nediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ati on may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard | ndex
(H') can be generated. The H provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential significance of

mul tiple contam nant exposures within a single nediumor across nedia. Reference doses (RfDs) have been

devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential adverse health effects fromexposure to chem cals exhibiting
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are

estimates of lifetinme daily exposure |evels for humans, including sensitive individuals. Estinmated intakes of
chemcals fromenvironnmental nedia (e.g., the amobunt of a chenmical ingested fromcontam nated drinking water)
can be conpared to the RID. RfDs are derived from hunan epi demi ol ogi cal studies or ani mal studies to which
uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninal data to predict effects on
humans). These uncertainty factors help ensure that the RfDs will not underestimate the potential for adverse
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects to occur.

The hazard index (H), conbining individual hazard quotients (HQ for noncancer effects for each COPC, is
0.6, using dissolved anal yte concentrati ons. Because the H is less than 1.0, no adverse noncancer effects
are anticipated to occur under the specified conditions of exposure to ground water. However, when noncancer



risks are estimating using total analyte concentrations, the H is 3.0. Mt of this H is attributable to
ground-nrater exposure via ingestion, not via dernmal contact or inhalation. Wen the H is equal to or
greater than one, there is concern for potential adverse health effects, and toxicol ogi cal evaluation of the
l'i kel'i hood of additivity (conmpounding effects on target organs) of adverse health effects other than cancer
is warranted (U S. EPA 1989a). The COPC contributing nost to the total H are: manganese (HQ = 0.9),

al urni num (HQ = 0-6), thallium (HQ = 0.4), arsenic (HQ = 0.2), cadmum (HQ = 0.2), and chromium (HQ = 0. 2).
Based on target organs which may be affected, additivity is not anticipated for any of these COPC. The target
organs of alum num arsenic, and cadm um noncancer toxicity are gastrointestinal tract, kidney, and skin,
respectively. Neither chrom um nor cadm um exhibit any systemc toxicity; regulatory toxicity val ues for
these metals are based solely on the highest dose tested in animal experinments. Therefore, under the

speci fied conditions of exposure, adverse noncancer health

effects are not anticipated for future residents

Subsurface Soil Human Health Ri sk Anal ysis

Potential human health risks associated with exposure to subsurface soil were eval uated. Conparing subsurface
soil data with appropriate risk-based concentrations indicates that potential risks to comercial/industrial
and construction workers at Site 1 are within acceptable limts (U S. Navy 1997a).

For future residents, the calculated risk of excess cancers fromincidental ingestion of subsurface soil is
approximately 1.0 x 10 -4, due to arsenic. The risk calculation for the residential scenario is at the
preci se upper bound of U S. EPA' s target range for managi ng cancer risks (10 -4 to 10 -6). For noncancer
risks, the calculated value of 1.7 for arsenic is marginally greater than the benchmark of <1

A qualitative evaluation of R test pit soil sanple data reveal ed that PCB were detected at up to 33 ng/kg

G ven the maxi numdetection, this roughly translates to an excess cancer risk in the high 10 -5 to low 10 -4
range for residential receptors assunming the contam nated soil is available for direct contact. Severa
netal s were observed in excess of residential risk-based concentrations: antinmony (up to 500 ng/kg-which is
not supported, however, by the duplicate sanple), arsenic (up to 35 mg/kg), lead (up to

14, 300 ng/ kg), and manganese (up to 12,000 ng/kg). If residential risks were calculated for antinony,
arseni c, and manganese, each would likely have an HQ greater than 1. A so for arsenic, the increnmental cancer
risk would be inthe mdto high 10 -5 range. For |ead, 400 ng/kg is the EPA screening |level for residentia
soil.

For the foregoing reasons, subsurface soil at Site 1 could be a human health concern to future residents
shoul d the | and use change fromits current industrial usage to residential usage

ECOLCGE CAL RI SK SCREENI NG

The environnent at Site 1 is doninated by three rectangul ar conpacted aggregate pads (Figure 2), originally
constructed in the late 1980s as foundations for storage structures. Part of this construction was the

pl acenent of clean fill over the existing surface soil. The habitat is limted to sparse grass growh on the
pads and dense grass ground cover in the swales between the three pads and on the periphery of the site. A
series of evergreens |lines the northeast border along Ball Road. Potential receptors at

the site include groundhog, ground-feeding robins, cowbirds and grackl es.

An ecol ogical risk screening of Site 1 data was conducted in accordance with U S. EPA Regi onal guidance. The
conceptual she nodel for Site 1 identifies the primary exposure source to be soil. Because the surface soi

is clean fill, ecological screening was conducted on the shall ow subsurface soil. An analyte is considered to
be a COPC if the Maxi mum concentrati on exceeds the screening value, that is if the Environnmental Effects
Quotient (EEQ is greater than 1 (EEQ=naxi mum concentration/screening value). O the organi c conpounds

fl uorant hene, phenanthrene, and pyrene had EEQs greater than 1 (Table 4). These were all less than 2 and
occurred in the same sanple (S01B08-02). One PCB, Aroclor-1260, had an EEQ greater than 10 (Table 4). A food
upt ake nodel was run and the resulting hazard quotient was |less than 1, indicating that risk is nininal (U S.
Navy 1997b). Wile several netals had EEQs greater than 1, they

were generally less than 10 indicating only a snall potential for environmental effects. In these cases the
actual data were usually near the detection limt and were qualified as estimtes. Only EEQs for |ead
(10.84), mercury (33.0), and zinc (28.8) were greater than 10; these EEQ all occurred at sanple |ocation
S01B05 (U.S. Navy 1997b).

Eval uation of Site 1 data reveals that the habitat is linited to sparse grassy areas. The data indicate that
inci dences of EEQs greater than 7 occur at only 2 sanpling |locations out of 20. Furthernore, the

bi oavail ability of the COPCis linted because there is 1 to 2 ft of clean fill over the landfilled nateri al
The Navy, EPA, and PADEP have agreed, based on overall weight of evidence, that there are no potentia

ecol ogi cal risks which warrant renedial action



TABLE 4. ECOLOG CAL SCREENI NG OF CONTAM NANTS OF POTENTI AL CONCERN (COPC) I N
SUBSURFACE SO L FOR SITE 1 (CARTER RQOAD LANDFI LL)

NAVI CP Maxi mum
Det ect ed Screen Subsur f ace Exceeds
Anal yte Max Units Val ue Soi | Screeni ng Level Source EEQ CoPC? (1) NAVI CP
Backgr ound Backgr ound
METALS
Al um num 37,400 ny/ kg NC NC NC NC
Ant i nony 13.6 ny/ kg 5 17. 82 WIIl and Suter 1995 2.72 (8) no
Arsenic 173 ng/ kg 42 25. 64 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 4.12 (4) yes
Bari um 196 ngy/ kg 412.5 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 0.48
Beryl |l ium 3.9 ny/ kg 10 8.95 WIIl and Suter 1995 0. 39 no
Cadm um 26.1 ny/ kg 3 7.2 WIIl and Suter 1995 8.70 (1) yes
Cal ci um 226, 000 ng/ kg NC NC NC NC
Chr om um 58.7 ngy/ kg 10 67.55 Cak Ri dge 1996 5.87 (16) no
Cobal t 18.9 ny/ kg 130 Dut ch 1994 (mean) 0.15
Copper 406 ny/ kg 100 59. 25 WIIl and Suter 1995 4. 06 (1) yes
Iron 60, 300 ng/ kg NC NC NC NC
Lead 542 ngy/ kg 50 133. 31 Cak Ri dge 1996 10. 84 (5) yes
Magnesi um 18, 100 ny/ kg NC NC NC NC
Manganese 2,290 ny/ kg 330 BTAG 1995 6.94 (12)
Mer cury 3.3 ng/ kg 0.1 0. 27 Cak Ri dge 1996 33.00 (10) yes
(eart hworn
N ckel 28.2 ny/ kg 30 56. 25 WIIl and Suter 1995 0.94 no
Pot assi um 2,070 ny/ kg NC NC NC NC
Sel eni um 2 ng/ kg 1 W11l and Suter 1995 2.00 (4)
Silver 4.5 ngy/ kg 2 6.11 Cak Ri dge 1996 2.25 (1) no
(pl ant)

Sodi um 233 ng/ kg NC NC NC NC
Thal i um 10.7 ng/ kg 1 0.9 CGak Ri dge 1996

(pl ant)



NAVI CP Maxi mum

Anal yte Det ect ed Screen Subsur f ace Screeni ng Level Source EEQ COPC? (1) Exceeds
Max Units Val ue Soi | NAVI CP
Backgr ound Backgr ound?
Vanadi um 70.8 my/ kg 20 Cak Ri dge 1996 3.54 (12)
(eart hworm

Zinc 1, 440 ny/ kg 50 221. 63 Cak Ridge (plant) 28. 80 (13) yes
PCB

Arocl or-1260 4, 300 19/ kg 51 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 84.31 yes
PAH

Acenapht hene 240 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0.12

Acenapt hyl ene 100 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0.05

Ant hr acene 660 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 0.32

Benz(a) ant hr acene 1, 400 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (mean) 0. 68

Benzo( a) pyr ene 1, 200 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0.59

Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 980 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0. 48

Benzo(g, h, i) peryl ene 870 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 0.42

Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene 1, 000 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (mean) 0. 49

Chrysene 1, 400 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0. 68

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 370 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0.18

Fl uor ant hene 3,200 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 1.56 (1)

Fl uor ene 310 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (mean) 0.15

I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 770 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0. 38

Napht hal ene 920 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (nean) 0. 45

Phenant hr ene 3,200 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (ean) 1.56 (1)

Pyrene 3,400 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 (mean) 1.66 (1)

Total PAH (detects) 19, 131 19/ kg 4, 000 4.78 (4)
svoc

2- Met hyl napht hal ene 1, 100 19/ kg 2,050 Dut ch 1994 0.54

(Napht hal ene
surrogat e)
4- Met hyl phenol 210 19/ kg 1, 000 Quebec 1988 0.21



Anal yte Det ect ed
Max Units
Di - n- butyl pht hal ate 52 19/ kg
D -n-octyl phthal ate 2, 600 19/ kg
D benzof uran 250 19/ kg
Di et hyl phthal ate 39 19/ kg
N- Nt r osodi phenyl ami ne 54 19/ kg

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 23, 000

NC = No screening | evel avail able.

(1) The nunber in the COPC colum is the nunber of detections in soil

(EEQ.

19/ kg

NAVI CP

Screen Subsur f ace Screeni ng Level Source
Val ue Soi |
Backgr ound
3, 005 Dut ch 1994 (mean)
3, 005 Dut ch 1994 (nean)
NC NC
3, 005 Dut ch 1994 (mean)
20, 000 Cak Ri dge 1996
(eart hworm
3, 005 Dut ch 1994 (mean)

If a value is shown, the paraneter is a COPC

EEQ

0. 00

7.65

ooPC? (1)

(1)

Maxi mum

Exceeds

NAVI CP
Backgr ound?

sanpl es at concentrations greater than the Environnental Effects Quotient



DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

Three alternatives were considered in the Focused Feasibility Study for Site 1 soil (EA
1998). First, a "No Action" alternative was considered as required by the NCP. The

FFS al so included an evaluation of institutional controls (land use restrictions) and site
remedi ati on through soil excavati on and di sposal

Alternative No. 1. No Action

Present Worth Cost: $15,400 (Net present worth of estimated adm nistrative cost
of 5-year review of remedial action over a 30-year period)
Time to Inplement: O

The NCP requires that a "No Action" alternative be considered to establish a baseline or

ref erence point agai nst which each of the alternatives can be conpared. In the event

that the other identified alternatives do not offer substantial benefits in the reduction of
toxicity, nobility, or volume of the COPC, the "No Action" alternative may be consi dered

a feasible approach. This alternative | eaves the subsufface fill and debris undi sturbed.
Potential future risks to potential future residents would remain

Alternative No. 2: Institutional Controls

Present Worth Cost: $23,250 (Estimated administrative cost associated with
preparation of deed notice, annual nonitoring and certification
over a 30-year period, and 5-year review of renedial action over
a 30-year period)

Tine to | npl enent: Wthin 90 days of signed RCD

This alternative will prohibit the use of the property for residential (i.e. houses, schools,
nursing homes, recreational facilities, and other residential-style facilities) purposes.
Wthin 90 days of signing this ROD, the Navy will send a plat of the site containing a

note describing the land use restriction to the Northern Division's real estate division
(Code 24) and a request to docunent the institutional controls (i.e. residentia
restrictions) on the NAVICP summary nmap. In addition, NAVICP will incorporate these
restrictions and include the plat with any real property docurments necessary for
transferring property interests, in the unlikely event that the Navy transfers any part of
the site by sale or |ease. The real property docunent will also include a discussion of

the NPL status of the she as well as a description of the contam nants of concern in soil

Wthin 90 days of signing this ROD, the NAVICP installati on commander shall prohibit
residential use (i.e. houses, schools, nursing homes, recreational facilities, and other
residential-style facilities) of the site by issuing an order or directive. The NAVI CP
instal |l ati on commander shall be responsible for enforcing the prohibition on residentia
use. A copy of the site plat will be kept on file with the NAVICP Public Wrks Departnent.

NAVI CP shal | conduct annual field inspections of the site to deternine whether current

| and use remains protective and consistent with the restrictions on residential use
selected in this ROD. The installation conmmander shall certify continued conpliance

with the residential use restriction in an annual report to the Chief of the Federa
Facilities Branch, Hazardous Site Ceanup D vision at the EPA and the Chief of the
Hazardous Sites O eanup Section, Environnental d eanup Programat PADEP. If a

violation occurs, a description of the violation and corrective actions to be taken will be
reported i medi ately to EPA and PADEP.

NAVI CP shal |l give notice to EPA and PADEP, and obtain their witten concurrence,

whenever NAVICP anticipates a "major change in | and use" (defined below) at the site

The facility should notify the regul atory agencies as soon as a mgjor |and use change is
anticipated in order to allow sufficient tine for regulatory revi ew and anendnents to

renmedy sel ection docunents, such as this ROD. Such notifications should be nade to

the regul atory agencies at |east 90 days prior to a major change in | and use and shall include:

(a) an evaluation of whether the anticipated | and use change will pose
unaccept abl e risks to human health or environnent or negatively inpact the
effectiveness of the renedy,

(b) an evaluation of the need for any additional renedial action resulting fromthe
anticipated | and use changes, and



(c) a proposal for any necessary changes to the sel ected renedial action, and
identification of procedural requirenents for the proposed changes (e.g.
amendi ng this ROD).

NAVI CP shall notify EPA and PADEP i mredi ately upon di scovery of any unauthorized
maj or change in |land use at the site

NAVI CP shal | give advance (at |east 90 days) notice to EPA and PADEP in the event
NAVI CP contenpl ates transfer, by sale or |ease, of any portion of the site

For purposes of this ROD, the followi ng are considered "najor changes in |and use"

a. A change in land use that is inconsistent with the exposure assunptions in
the risk assessment that is the basis for the | and use control objectives above
(either human health or ecological risk assessnent). Any change fromindustria
or conmmercial land use to a nore sensitive | and use, such as housing, schools,
hospitals, day care centers or recreational land is a major change in | and use
Any change in |land use that has been prohibited in order to protect the
environment is also a najor change in |and use

b. Any action that may disrupt the effectiveness of the remedial action.

c. Any other action that mght alter or negate the need for |and use controls. An
exanple is any plan to actively renediate any part of the site in order to allow
unrestricted use.

This alternative addresses the exposure pathway by preventing residential use. This
alternative seeks to establish procedures for the future prevention of risk

Alternative No. 3: Site Renediation (Soil Excavation and Di sposal)

Present Worth Cost: $178, 000
Tine to | npl enent: 6 nont hs

Under this alternative, subsurface waste fill would be excavated and transported offsite
for subsequent disposal at a licensed residual waste facility. Follow ng excavation and
removal of approximately 1,750 yd 3 of waste fill, the excavati on woul d be backfilled with
clean soil. This procedure elimnates the exposure pathway, thereby elim nating the risk

SUMVARY COF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Each of the three (3) alternatives summarized in the FFS have been evaluated with

respect to the nine (9) evaluation criteria set forth in the NCP, Title 40 Code of Federa
Regul ati ons (CFR) Section 300.430(e)(9). These nine criteria can be categorized into
three groups: threshold criteria, primary balancing criteria, and nodifying criteria.

THRESHOLD CRI TERI A
Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

A primary requirenent of a selected alternative is to be protective of human heal th and
the environment. Arenedy is protective if it reduces current and potential risks posed
by each exposure pathway at the site to acceptable |evels

Alternative No. 1 (No Action) would not effectively reduce future risk to hunman health at
Site 1 because it would allow unrestricted future use of the land. Potential future
residents on the site could possibly be exposed to unacceptable human health risks if
exposed to subsurface soil. Because this alternative does not neet the threshold
criteria of protection of human health and the environment, it will not be considered
further in this analysis.

Alternative Nos. 2 and 3 are protective of human health and the environment. Both
alternatives reduce the potential for exposure to site contam nants, but each does so in

a different way.

Alternative No. 2 prohibits residential use of the site as it presently exists. In addition



the installation commander of NAVICP will provide annual certification to EPA and

PADEP t hat there have been no violations of these restrictions by annual
noni tori ng/ i nspection of the site.

Alternative No. 3 renobves the contam nated soil and debris and backfills the area with clean soil.

Al though Alternative Nos. 2 and 3 are both effective in protecting human health and the
envi ronnent, each involves different trade-offs as to other factors such as
i npl enentability and cost which are discussed bel ow.

Conpl i ance Wth Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Alternative No. 2 (Institutional Controls) will ensure that human health risks fromthe site
are kept within acceptable limts (e.g., excess cancer risk between 10 -06 and 10 -04 and

H less than or equal to 1.0). This alternative will conply with Federal and State
requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate.

Al though not the selected remedy, the action associated with Alternative No. 3 would
conply with the ARARs presented in the FFS (EA 1998).

PRI MARY BALANCI NG CRI TERI A
Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Perfornmance

Al ternative No. 2 does not renmove the contam nated soil at the site. Effectiveness and
permanence i s based on preventing residential exposure to the subsurface naterial.

In addition, annual inspection and certification to the U S. EPA and PADEP wi || ensure

that these restrictions are not violated. If a violation has occurred, a description of the
violation and corrective actions to be taken will be provided. These safeguards are

what guarantee that the restrictions will be effective in the long-term

Alternative No. 3 provides a nore permanent and effective |ong-termrenedy by

renoving i npacted soil fromthe site. Alternative No. 3 renoves all inpacted soil, fill,
and debris fromthe site, thereby elimnating the possibility of any risks to future
residential users at the site.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Vol ume Through Treat nent

Section 121.(b) of CERCLA, 42 U.S. Code (U S.C ) Section 9621 (b), and 40 CFR

Section 300.430(e)(a)(iii)(D) establish a preference for renedial actions which include
treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the toxicity, nobility, or volunme of
cont am nant s.

The contanminants at Site 1 were found to be relatively imobile and not mgrating away
fromthe site in ground water. Alternative Nos. 2 and 3 would not reduce toxicity,

mobility, or volune through treatnment. Alternative No. 3 would renedi ate (excavate

and dispose) the 1,750 yd 3 of fill and debris. Therefore, it would reduce the toxicity and
vol ume of contam nants onsite through renoval, not treatnent.

Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternative No. 2 best achieves the renediation goals for this site. It will reduce risk to
human health within 90 days of signing this ROD and, in addition, it poses no short-term
health risk because it does not involve site disturbance.

Alternative No. 3 could pose an increased short-termhealth risk to onsite construction

and nmai ntenance workers and other onsite personnel during earth-noving activities

during renedi ation. These activities have the potential to make subsurface soil

avai | abl e for exposure. These short-termrisks would be mninmzed using standard safety neasures.

I npl ementability
This evaluation criterion addresses the difficulties and unknowns associated with

i mpl ementing each alternative, including the ability and time necessary to obtain
required permts and approvals and the availability of services and materials.



Alternative No. 2 would pose no inplenentability problens other than those associ at ed
with preparing the site plat and a description of the land use restriction, annually

i nspecting the site, annually certifying conpliance, and, in the unlikely event of sale or
| ease, preparing real property docunents that will ensure the site is not used for

resi dential purposes by any person in the future, unless appropriate remediation is first
conpl et ed

Excavati on of wastes, described in Alternative No. 3, is a straightforward process
Addi ti onal sanpling and waste characterization would be necessary to determ ne the

boundaries of waste fill to be excavated and the appropriate landfill(s) for disposal
Because of the large volume of waste involved (1,750 yd 3), transportation costs could
substantially increase if appropriate landfill facilities with capacity for the waste can only

be |l ocated at a significant distance fromthe site

Cost

Eval uati on of costs of each alternative generally includes the calculation of direct and
indirect costs, calculated on a present worth basis. The total present worth of
Alternative Nos. 2 and 3 has been cal cul ated for conparative purposes and is

presented bel ow

Esti mated Cost of Alternatives

Alternative Total Present Worth Cost
2 $23, 250
3 $178, 000

Direct capital costs include costs of construction, equipnent, building and services, and
wast e di sposal. Indirect capital costs include adm nistrative expenses, engi neering
expenses, startup and shutdown, and contingency all owances

MODI FYI NG CRI TERI A
St ate Acceptance

The Commonweal th of Pennsyl vani a, represented by the Pennsyl vani a Department of
Envi ronmental Protection (PADEP), concurs with the sel ected remedy.

Communi ty Accept ance

Communi ty acceptance of the preferred alternative was evaluated after the public
coment period, which ended on Septenber 16, 1998. There were no comments from

the public on the Proposed Plan. Fromthis, it appears that the public does not oppose
the sel ected remedy.

SEL ECTED REMEDY

Based on the conparison of the nine evaluation criteria for each of the alternatives in

the FFS, the Navy, PADEP, and EPA recommend the use of Alternative No. 2:

Institutional Controls. Alternative No. 2 nmeets the threshold criteria of overall protection
to human health and the environment. In considering the balancing criteria, the Navy
believes Alternative No. 2 can be readily inplenmented and mninizes short-term

i mpacts at a reasonabl e cost. The Navy considers this alternative to be the nost

appropriate for short- and | ong-term managenent to prevent or limt exposure to COPC

in subsurface soil. Based on the bal ance of trade-offs anong alternatives and the need

to handl e potentially contam nated waste fill soil only if excavation or grading is required
for future residential devel opnent, Aternative No. 2 is also the nost practical. Under
current and future use conditions, this future residential devel opnent scenario is

unlikely. NAVICP is an active nmilitary installation with no plans for closure in the
foreseeable future. In addition, a |land use restriction, annual inspection, and
certification procedures will, over tine, achieve |ong-termeffectiveness and performance

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renedy is protective of human health and the environment given the
current industrial land use. There are no ARARs for the selected renedy. Land use



wi Il not change w thout notice to, and concurrence of, EPA and PADEP. The sel ected

renedy conplies with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or

rel evant and appropriate to the renedial action. This renedy is the nost cost-effective

of the alternatives considered in the FFS. This renedy uses pernmanent sol utions and
alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technol ogies to the maxi num extent

practicable for this site. However, because treatment of the principal threats of the site
was not found to be practicable, this renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference

for treatnment as a principal elenent. Because this remedy will result in hazardous

subst ances renmi ni ng onsite above health-based levels, a review of the renedy and its
protectiveness will be conducted every 5 years after the commrencenent of the renedial action

EXPLANATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

A Proposed Plan for Site 1 was rel eased for public comrent on COctober 14, 1997. The
public comrent period was conducted from Cctober 14, 1997 through Septenber 13,

1997 along with a two-session public neeting on Cctober 21, 1997. Wil e preparing

the initial ROD, the need to recalculate risks to human health using a | arger database
becane evident. This re-calculation along with comrents fromthe EPA required the
Proposed Plan to be re-issued. The second Plan was nmade available for public

comrent from August 14, 1998 to Septenber 15, 1998

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The selected renmedy for Site 1 is the inplementation of institutional controls by
restricting residential devel opnent. No witten conments, concerns, or questions were
received by the Navy, U S. EPA, or the Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania during the

public comrent period from August 14, 1998 to Septenber 15, 1998. A public neeting
was held on Septenber 2, 1998 to present the Proposed Plan for Site 1 and to answer
any questions on the Proposed Plan and on the docunents in the information
repositories. No questions were asked during the nmeeting concerning the sel ected
remedy for this site. Based on this, the public has no conment on the sel ected renedy.

The Pennsyl vani a Departnent of Environmental Protection, representing the
Commonweal th of Pennsyl vania, concurs with the sel ected renedy.
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GA.CSSARY

Acenapht hene: A senivolatile organic
conmpound used in nanufacturing of
pharmaceuti cal s, pesticides and
plastics. It is also found in the
environment as a result of inconplete
conbustion of organic natter.

Adm ni strative Record: A body of
docurments that formthe basis for the
sel ection of a CERCLA response action
and whi ch denonstrates the public's
opportunity to participate and conment
on the sel ection process.

Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropri -

ate Requirements (ARARs): Rel ated
federal and state environnental

statutes, |laws, or provisions. Applicable
requi renents are those cl eanup
standards, standards of control, and

ot her substantive environnental
protection requirenents, criteria, or
other limtations promul gated under
federal or state law that specifically
address a hazardous substance,

pol l utant, contami nant, renedial action
| ocation, or other circunstance at a
CERCLA site. Relevant and appropri-

ate requirements are those cl eanup
standards, standards of control, and

ot her substantive environmenta
protection requirenents, criteria, or
limtations pronmul gated under federal or

state law that, while not "applicable" to a

hazar dous substance, pollutant,

contam nant, renedial action, |ocation

or other circunstance at a CERCLA

site, address problens or situations
sufficiently simlar to those encountered
at the CERCLA site that their use is well
suited to the particular site

Benzene: A volatile organic conpound
derived from petrol eum and one of the
princi pal conmponents of gasoline. It is
known to be a toxic conmpound and

hurman cancer causi ng agent.

Bi s(2-et hylhexyl )phthaliate: This semi -
vol atil e organi c conpound is comonly
used as a plasticizer and, therefore, is
ubi qui tous in the environnent.

Br onodi chl or oret hane: This vol atile
organi ¢ conpound used as a flane re-
tardant and sol vent nmay al so occur as a
byproduct of the chlorination of water.

Car ci nogeni c: Causing or inciting can-
cer.

Chl oroform This volatile organic com
pound used in anesthetics, pesticides
and sol vents nmay al so occur as a
byproduct of the chlorination of water.

Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Re-

sponse, Conpensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA): A federal |aw passed in
1980 and nodified in 1986 by the
Super f und Arendnents and
Reaut hori zation Act (SARA). The act
created a special tax that goes into a
Trust Fund, commonly known as
Superfund, to investigate and cl ean up
abandoned or uncontrol | ed hazardous
waste sites. Navy conpliance with
CERCLA/ SARA (see IR Progran) is

funded by the Departnent of Defense
under the Defense Environnenta

Rest orati on Fund



Contam nants of Potential Concern

(COPQ): Conpounds or anal ytes iden-
tified as a possible source of risk based
upon a conpari son between conpound
concentrations and established

screening levels (e.g., Federal Drinking
Wat er St andards).

Endosul fan: A pesticide used to treat
i nsects on vegetabl e crops.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Screening: The quali -
tative evaluation to assess the risk
posed to ecol ogi cal receptors by the
presence, potential presence, and/or
use of specific COPC.

Exposure Pat hway: A way that a per-
son, plant, or animal may be exposed to
a COPC. For exanple, water may be

an exposure pathway for fish.

Feasibility Study (FS): Report that
summari zes the devel opnent and

anal ysis of renedial alternatives
considered for the cleanup of CERCLA
sites. Focused Feasibility Studies are
for sites with conditions that allow a
limted nunber of alternatives to be
consi der ed.

G ound Water: Free water |ocated
beneath the ground surface in pores of
materi al s such as sand, soil, gravel, and

in cracks or solution features in bedrock.

O'ten serves as a source of drinking
wat er .

Hazard Index (H): A nunber indicative
of noncarci nogeni c health effects which
is the ratio of the existing | evel of
exposure to an acceptable |evel of
exposure. A value equal or |ess than
one indicates that the human popul ation
is not likely to experience adverse
effects.

Hazard Quotient (HQ: The ratio of a
si ngl e substance exposure | evel over a
specified time period to a reference
dose for that substance derived froma
simlar exposure period.

Human Health R sk Assessnent: The
qualitative and quantitative eval uation
perforned in an effort to define the risk
posed to human health by the presence

or potential presence and/or use of spe-
cific COPC

I norgani c: A conpound that is not
related to a hydrocarbon or a

hydr ocar bon-derivative. Oten used as
a synonym for netals such as arsenic,
| ead, etc.

Installation Restoration (IR Program
A conponent of the Defense Environ-
nmental Restoration Program created
under CERCLA regul ations and funded
by the Departnent of Defense. The
purpose of the Programis to identify,
assess, characterize, and clean up or
control contami nation from past

hazar dous waste di sposal operations
and hazardous naterial spills at mlitary
activities.

Maxi mum Cont am nant Level s

(MCLs): The enforceable primary

drinki ng water standards under the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA) with which
public water systens nmust conply.

Napht hal ene: This sem vol atile organic
conmpound with many industrial and
commerci al uses al so occurs in the
envi ronnent as a conbustion

bypr oduct .

National Priorities List: EPA' s |ist of
the nost serious uncontrolled or
abandoned hazar dous waste sites



identified for possible |ong-term
renmedi al action under CERCLA

National G| and Hazardous Substan-

ces Pollution Contingency Plan

(NCP): The federal regulation that

gui des determ nation of the sites to be
corrected under the CERCLA program

and the programto prevent or control
spills into surface water or other
portions of the environnent.

Parts per-Billion (ppb): A way of ex-
pressing tiny concentrations in air,
water, soil, food, or other products. A
part per billion is equal to about 1.5 oz
of liquid placed into 12,000,000 gal of
anot her i quid.

Pestici des: Substances or nixtures of
subst ances i ntended for preventing, de-
stroying, repelling, or mtigating any
pest, e.g., rats, weeds, or nobsquitos.

Pol ychl ori nat ed Bi phenyls (PCB): A

group of 209 organi ¢ conpounds com

prised of biphenyl nolecul es on which

two or nore chlorine atons have been
attached. PCB were manufactured for

many years for use as dielectric fluids in
el ectrical transformers and capacitors

due to their stability, |ow vapor pressure,

low flammability, high heat capacity, and
| ow el ectrical conductivity.

Prelimnary Assessnent: The

process of collecting and review ng
avai | abl e i nformati on about a known or
suspected waste site or rel ease.

Record of Decision (ROD): AR is

a public docunent which explains the
cleanup alternative to be used at a
CERCLA site. The ROD is based on
techni cal and financial anal yses gene-
rated during the RI/FS and on

consideration of the public coments
and comunity concerns.

Renedi al Investigation (R): The R is
prepared to report the type, extent, and
potential for transport of Contam nants
of potential concern at a hazardous
waste site, and directs the types of

cl eanup options that are devel oped in
the FS.

Ri sk Based Concentrations (RBCs):

EPA Region |11 has devel oped this |ist of
concentration |l evels for screening analy-
tical data from CERCLA sites to identify
COPC.

Sem vol atil e O gani c Conpounds

(SvVQQ): A group of organic

conpounds conposed primarily of

carbon and hydrogen that are
characterized by their low volatility.
SVCC i ncl ude substances that are
contai ned in hydrocarbon products |ike
asphalt, oil, and tar.

Site Inspection (Sl): The collection of
information froma property to assess
the extent and severity of hazards
posed by the property.

Target Analyte List (TAL): A list of

i norgani ¢ anal ytes including naturally
occurring el enents and cyani de which
EPA has identified for use in assessing
potential hazards at CERCLA sites.

Target Conpound List (TCL): A list
of organi ¢ conpounds i ncl udi ng VCOC,
SVCC, pesticides and PCB whi ch EPA
has identified for use in assessing
potential hazards at CERCLA sites.

Trichl oroethene (TCE): A

manuf act ured organi c conpound
typically used as a solvent for
degreasing along with other industrial



applications. It is one of the nost wdely
produced and used sol vents for
i ndustry.

Upgradient: Since water flows from

high to I ow el evation, Upgradient is used
to define a location fromwhich ground
water is flowing towards a site (i.e.

upsl ope with respect to the water table
surface).

Vol atilization: Vaporization or
evapor ati on.

Vol atil e O gani c Conpounds (VCOQ):

A group of organi c conpounds

conposed primarily of carbon and
hydrogen that are characterized by their
tendency to readily evaporate (or

vol atize) into the air fromwater or soil.
VCC i ncl ude substances that are
contained in conmon fuels, solvents,
and cl eaning fl uids.



